
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
CASE NO. 344 

INQUIRY I N N  THE PROVISION AND 1 
REGULATION OF CELLULAR MOBILE 1 
TELEPHONE SERVICE IN KENTUCKY 1 

O R D E R  

This matter arising upon separate petitions of Appalachian 

Cellular General Partnership ("Appalachian Cellular") filed 

December 18, 1992; Alpha Cellular Telephone Company ("Alpha 

Cellular"), BellSouth Mobility, Inc., Kentucky CGSA, Inc., 

Lexington MSA Limited Partnership, and Nashville/Clarksville MSA 

Limited Partnership (collectively "BellSouth Mobility"), Contel 

Cellular of Louisville, Inc., Central Kentucky Cellular Telephone 

Company, Cumberland Cellular Telephone Company, Evansville MSA 

Limited Partnership, and Kentucky RSA No. 1 Partnership 

(collectively "Contel Cellular"), Danbury Cellular Telephone 

Company ( "Danbury Cellular"), Evansville Cellular Telephone Company 

and United States Cellular Operating Company of Evansville 

(collectively "Evansville Cellular"), First Kentucky Cellular Corp. 

("First Kentucky Cellular"), Mo-Tel Cellular, Inc. ("Mo-Tel 

Cellular"), Southern Ohio Telephone Company ("SOTCo"), and West 

Virginia Cellular Telephone Corp. ("West Virginia Cellular") filed 

January 8, 1993: and Mountaineer Cellular General Partnership 

("Mountaineer Cellular") filed January 11, 1993 for confidential 

protection of certain responses to the Commission's Order of 



October 9, 1992 on the grounds that disclosure of the information 

is likely to cause the petitioners competitive injury, and it 

appearing to this Commission as follows: 

By Order of October 9, 1992, the petitioners were directed to 

furnish certain information relative to the matters under inquiry 

in this proceeding. In responding to the Order, each of the 

petitioners has requested that some of its responses be protected 

as confidential on the grounds that disclosure of the information 

is likely to cause substantial competitive injury. The responses 

for which confidential protection has been petitioned are Items 4, 

7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 29. Each of the 

petitioners has requested confidential protection of some, but not 

all, of its responses to those items. 

The cellular telephone market is divided into rural and 

metropolitan service areas. To ensure competition in each service 

area, two cellular carriers are authorized to provide service in 

each area. In addition to competing with each other, the two 

cellular carriers must also compete with other providers of 

telecommunication8 services such as cellular resellers, 

conventional mobile telephone services, paging services, dispatch 

services, long-distance services, and the local exchange company. 

Therefore, any information derived from the petitioners' private 

records which would serve to assist their competitors in competing 

against the petitioners is entitled to protection under the 

statute. 
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Tho roeponeoe to Itom 4 contain price-out information Lor the 
petitionera' tariPPed oervlco otferings and the reaporiaeu to Item 

9 contain complote prlco-out lnPormatlon for the petitionere' non- 

tariPPed service oPPoringe. The information provldeu tho total 

revonuee derivod from the eorvlco oPPoringe, the total number of 

subecribere to tho service oPPerings, and average monthly revenuoe. 

The ineormatlon ie vory general and in not likely to aualet 

cornpetitore in analyzing the potitionerr' aervlce plana or niarketu. 
Therefore, the information is not entitled to protection au 

confidential. 

The responees to Item 7 provide a liut and brieP deeoription 

oP all non-tariffed servicc oPEeringu and pricer charged to the 

public. The reeponser to Item 8 provide a compariuon of the 

companies' non-tarlPPed eorvice oPPeringrr and pricau with thoae oP 

their cellular cornpetitore. Thie aeme ineormation can be obtaLned 

by "shopping" the companies' retail outlete, or normal competitive 

activity, or simply requeoting i t  Prom the companiee' oalou 

personnel or ealee agente. TherePore, thia InPormation 1u publioly 

available and not entitled to protection as conPidentia1. 

Item 10 requoeto tho petitionera to state whether they une 

sales agents to market their eervicaa and, IP EO, to doecrlbe In 
detail the contractual and cornpeneation srrangementu with those 

agents. Cellular cornpanlea uee a variety oP malea agentu to market 

their eervicee. In oome instanceu, agents epecialize in cellular 

equipment, othere eel1 all types oP telecommunicetlonu equipment, 

and others oeeer a broad line of products. Agentu may Lnolude 
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sutomobllo dealerships and department stores, as well as retailers 

a €  telephone equipment, and the contractual arrangements under 

which they operate vary from company to company and agent to agent. 

Cellular companies compete with each other for productive agents 

and diecloeure of this information would assist competitors in 

enticing productive agents to their companies and detrimentally 

affect the petitioners' ability to compete. Therefore, the 

information has competitive value and should be protected as 

Confidential. 

Item 14 requests petitioners to provide a list of a11 their 

B a l m  agents, including their names, addresses, and telephone 

numbers. Since cellular companies rely on such agents to sell 

their fiervices, it is unlikely that this information would be 

withheld from the public as confidential by them. Therefore, the 

information is not entitled to protection as confidential. 

Item 16 requests in part that the petitioners describe in 

detail the manner in which their direct sales forces market the 

companies' services. In their responses, the petitioners generally 

described the activities normally associated with the sale of their 

services. The descriptions provided are too general in nature to 

have any competitive value and are not entitled to protection as 

conPldsntia1. 

The responses to Item 23 provide a map of each petitioners' 

servl-ce area showing all cell site locations and their coverage of 

the service area. This information is available from public 
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records and, therefore, 1s not ontitled to protection a8 

confidential. 

The responses to Itom 24 provide a schematic diagram of each 

of the petitioners' service configuratione, including the mothode 

of interconnection with local oxchange carriers. Although this 

information reveals the methods Chosen to route facilitiesr as well 

as the type and location of interconnoction to the land line 

network, no competitive value hae been shown by its diSOlOeUre. 

Therefore, confidential protection of the informatlon should be 

denied. 

The responses to Item 25 provide a best eetlmate of the 

maximum number of access numbers each of the petitioners can 

service and the maximum number of simultaneoue oa118 the 

petitioners' switches can process. Thio information reveals the 

strength and capabilities of each of the cellular companiee to 

market their services in the service area in which they are 

authorized to operate. Competitors could UEB thie information to 

determine areas of weak coverage and direct their marketing efforts 

and construction program to take advantage of theee weakner@es. 

Therefore, this information has competitive value and ehould be 

protected as confidential. 

Item 26 requests the petitioners to identify the market 

segments they market for their service and to deecriba ths 

company's marketing rationale. It is contended that diSClOSUr0 of 

this information will assist competitors in designing counter 

strategies and in emulating succeesful etrategier. However, 
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Exhibit I to its responses to the Commission's Order of October 9, 

1992 be and is hereby granted. 

4. The petition of Contel Cellular for confidential 

protection of its responses to Items 10, 25, and 29 to the 

Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be and is hereby granted. 

5. The petition of Danbury Cellular to protect as 

confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained Exhibit L to ita 

responses to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be and is 

hereby granted. 

6. The petition of Evansville Cellular for confidential 

protection of its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in 

Exhibits 8 and 12 to the Commission's order of October 9, 1992 be 

and is hereby granted. 

7. The petition of Firet Kentucky Cellular to protect as 

confidential its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in 

Exhibits G and J to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be 

and is hereby granted. 

8. The petition of Mo-Te1 Cellular to protect a8 

confidential its responses to Items 25 And 29 as contained in 

Exhibits 10 and 14 to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be 

and is hereby granted. 

9. The petition of SOTCo to protect as confidential its 

responses to Items 25 and 29 to the Commission's Order of October 

9, 1992 be and is hereby granted. 

10. The petition of West Virginia Cellular to protect as 

confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained in Attachment 12 
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to its renponroe to the Commloeion'n Order of Ootobor 9, 19Y2 bo 
and is hereby granted, 

The petition of Mountainorr CaZlulrr to protoot 08 11. 

confident 

October 9 

12. 

a1 its rongonres to Item 29 to tho Commloolon'o Ordor oC 

1991 be and in hereby grrntod. 

All other lnformatlon for whioh potltlonoro havo 

requested oonfidential protectlon ohall bo hold and rotrlnod by 

this Commiseion as confldentlal 4nd rhrll not bo open for publlo 

inspection Cor a period oP 20 dayr from tho drto of thlo Ordor, at 
the expiration oP which i t  ohall bo plnood ln the publlo reoord. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentuoky, thfr 24th day Of June, 1993, 

PUBLIC BEXVICE co)o(ISSIo# 

ATTEElT a 

Executive Director 


